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VERIZON VIRGINIA INC.’S REPLY 
TO AT&T/WORLDCOM COMPLIANCE FILING 

Verizon Virginia Inc. (“Verizon VA”) hereby replies to the compliance filing submitted 

by AT&TiWorldCom in the above-referenced proceeding. As a threshold matter, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing cannot make up for the fact that the CLECs’ non- 

recurring cost model is inherently flawed and should not have been selected at all. In particular, 

the model improperly shifts most non-recurring costs to recumng rates, and thereby requires 

Verizon VA to bear the financial risk of the CLECs’ entry. And the model drastically 

understates even the costs it does estimate, leading to substantial underrecovery of Verizon VA’s 

costs and further subsidizing the CLECs. The compliance filing does nothing to correct these 

deficiencies: although it now includes seven additional non-recurring rates, those rates are 



unsupported and understated, and the model still fails to account for dozens of rates that relate to 

very real non-recurring costs that Verizon VA does and will incur. 

1.  AT&T/WorldCom’s Non-Recurring Model Is Inconsistent with Commission 

Precedent and Basic Principles of Cost Recovery. As the August 29,2003 Memorandum 

Opinion and Order (the “OrdeJ‘) itself recognizes, AT&T/WorldCom’s model “recovers more 

costs through recurring charges” even though those costs are non-recumng in nature. Order 

584. The Commission’s rules and decisions, however, firmly establish that UNE costs should be 

recovered in the manner they are incurred. Indeed, with respect to non-recurring costs in 

particular, the Commission has consistently recognized that “LECs should. . . recover through 

an NRC their full one-time costs of providing, terminating or modifying a[] . . . service. This is 

consistent with our policies encouraging the recovery of costs from cost causers and would 

reduce the subsidy of short-term users by longer term customers.”” 

By shifting non-recurring costs to recurring rates, AT&T/WorldCom’s model requires 

Verizon VA to bear the CLECs’ risk of entry. But as the Commission previously has found, 

“ L E G  should not be forced to underwrite th[is] risk.”.2/ This sends artificial and incorrect 

economic signals to CLECs, and promotes inefficient entry. In addition, it virtually ensures 

underrecovery of Verizon VA’s costs. Verizon VA will incur its non-recumng costs upfront, 

now, and will only recover them, if at all, over time, in periodic payments from an ever-changing 

- “ 

Recurring Charges, 2 FCC Rcd 3498,3501-02 ‘J’J 32-33 (1987) (“on-Recurring Charges 
Order”); see also id. 3499 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 1 1  FCC Rcd 15499, 15874 I 7 4 3  (1996) (“Local Competition 
Order”). 

- 2/  

Expanded Interconnection through Physical Collocation for  Special Access and Switched 
Transport, 12 FCC Rcd 18730, 18750p 33 (1997). 

Memorandum Opinion and Order, Investigation of Interstate Access TarSffNon- 

12, 3502 ‘J 35; First Report and Order, Implementation of the 

Second Report and Order, Local Exchange Carriers’ Rates, Terms, and Conditions for 
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group of CLECs. In effect, the Order requires Verizon VA to act as the CLECs’ banker, 

extending interest-free credit. To even begin to produce adequate recovery would require 

estimating how long the average customer will take service - an uncertain exercise that will 

seriously increase Verizon VA’s risk. And that risk is particularly acute, given the high rate of 

chum among CLEC customers. As MCI itself noted, nearly 50% of its customers turn over 

within three months.” The continued spate of CLEC bankruptcies only exacerbates this risk. 

Further, the idea that the recurring rates set by the Order somehow cover non-recurring 

costs makes no sense. The CLECs’ modified universal service model understates loop costs, 

and the Order’s radically low high capacity loop rates do not even purport to be based on costs. 

Moreover, Verizon VA’s recurring cost models for all the remaining UNEs -- including 

switching, transport, subloops, dark fiber, and others -- were never designed to recover non- 

recumng costs. 

Even where AT&TIWorldCom agree that the costs for certain tasks should be recovered 

on a non-recumng basis, their model significantly understates the relevant costs. For this reason, 

as well, the model should have been rejected. While the Commission has recognized that 

incumbents have a right to recover their one-time costs of “providing, terminating or modifying 

a[] . . . service,” Non-Recurring Charges Order at 3501-02 4[4[ 32-33, and has rejected claims 

that hypothetical TELRIC assumptions are a basis to deny such recovery, “ AT&T/WorldCom’s 

” 

Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, CC 
Docket Nos. 01-338,96-98, 98-147, FCC 03-36, 
Order”). 

‘’ Local Competition Order at 15692 ‘I[ 382; Third Report and Order and Fourth Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 15 FCC Rcd 3696,3784 
Petitioners United States and the FCC, Verizon Communi&ions, Inc. v. FCC, Nos. 00-51 1 et al., 

Report and Order and Order on Remand and Funher Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 

471 (re. Aug. 21,2003) (“Triennial Review 

193 (1999); Reply Brief for 
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model is flatly inconsistent with this precedent. Their model is based on extreme hypothetical 

assumptions that drive rates down well below cost. 

For example, while the Commission’s rules require that rates be based on only “currently 

available” technology, 47 C.F.R. 5 51.505@)(1); Triennial Review Order¶ 670 n.2020, the 

Order itself acknowledges that AT&T/WorldCom model instead assumes technology that is 

merely “theoretically feasible,” even if it is not actually available at all. Order 568. Thus, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s model reduces non-recurring costs based on the premise of “theoretically 

feasible” OSS and other technologies that allegedly would allow most tasks to be performed in 

an automated fashion. But such technology does not actually exist, and no carrier can achieve 

the idealistic 2% fallout AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize. Of course, the hypothetical 

assumptions themselves are based solely on the subjective opinion of the CLECs’ subject matter 

experts, who do not have any experience provisioning UNEs; their proposals thus are not 

constrained by any real-world considerations. The result is not just hypothetical technological 

assumptions, but time and frequency estimates that are well below the real-world times and 

frequencies of performing relevant tasks. Based on these various fictions, AT&T/WorldCom’s 

model precludes Verizon VA from recovering the very one-time costs that the Commission has 

declared incumbents have a right to recover. 

2. AT&T/WorldCom’s Compliance Filing Does Nothing to Correct These 

Shortcomings. The Bureau invited AT&T/WorldCom to submit certain non-recumng rates that 

were absent from their model as part of their compliance filing. That compliance filing does 

nothing to redress the serious shortcomings described above. In fact, it underlines them: 

at 10 n.7 (July 2001) (“FCC Reply Br.”) (“[Tlhe [I suggestion . . . that TELRIC authorizes 
regulators to require incumbents to modify, ‘for free,’ loops to facilitate certain advanced 
services ignores express FCC directions to the contrary.”) (citations omitted). 
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AT&T/WorldCom’s original model included only 31 NRCs (plus another 18 separately stated 

disconnection NRCs); their compliance adds another seven. Yet Verizon VA proposed rates for 

115 non-recurring tasks. See Order ff581-82. And the seven new rates AT&T/WorldCom do 

submit simply reaffirm that the CLECs’ non-recurring cost model is inherently unreliable. In 

developing the new non-recurring rates that the Order required, AT&T/WorldCom used times 

and work activities that are simply created out of thin air. They provide no empirical or 

objective support for these inputs: instead, they rely on nothing more than a citation to the 

speculations of their so-called subject matter experts -- paid consultants who have never even 

provisioned UNEs. 

As Verizon VA witness Louis Minion explains in the attached declaration, for example, 

the only support AT&T/WorldCom provide for their proposed Manual Loop Qualification rate is 

the assertion that “modern databases” “should” make it possible to pull loop makeup information 

manually and transmit it to a CLEC in only half an hour. AT&T/WorldCom do not identify the 

allegedly relevant databases or systems, nor do they submit any testimony explaining how the 

time savings is accomplished. See Minion Decl. ¶ 6. This type of baseless assertion exemplifies 

the fundamental flaw with respect to all of the rates produced by the CLECs’ model, not just the 

new ones the Order requires: the rates reflect no informed estimate of the real-world forward- 

looking costs of performing the non-recurring work activities that are required to provide UNEs. 

As Mr. Minion further demonstrates, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed non-recuring rates 

also ignore various necessary tasks altogether, and understate the times needed to perfom even 

those that they recognize. For example, as Mr. Minion shows, AT&T/WorldCorn omitted 

several steps necessary with respect to generate an engineering work order. See id. ‘p 12, Attach. 

A at 4. And their proposed rate for load coil removal accounts only for the time of field 
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technicians, and simply disregards the time that would be involved in planning the job and 

dispatching the field technicians, which is done by other employees. See id. p 16. The load coil 

removal rate also reflects significantly understated work times that are inconsistent with 

AT&T/WorldCom’s own assumptions: in one case, they include the time for two technicians for 

two-thirds of a job, and then just assume away the existence of that technician, who would 

nonetheless be out on the job site, for the remainder of the time. Id. ¶¶ 16-21. 

3. AT& T/WorldCom’s Model Improperly Includes Non-Recurring Rates for  Resale. 

AT&T/WorldCom have proposed non-recurring charges for total service resale. 

AT&T/WorldCom’s testimony before the Bureau did not advocate separate non-recurring 

charges for resale. Nor would this make sense: The Order adopts Verizon’s methodology (with 

only minor changes) for calculating resale rates, Order ¶% 674,693,697, and Verizon’s 

methodology (and the resulting resale discount) already accounts for any avoided non-recumng 

costs. See Minion Decl. 1 25. It thus would make no sense to further reduce the rates for non- 

recurring retail services. In any event, AT&T/WorldCom’s resale-related non-recurring rates 

would be invalid: those rates, like AT&T/WorldCom’s other non-recumng rate proposals, are 

based on its interpretation of the TELRJC rules for UNE rates. But as the Order itself 

specifically noted, TELRIC is relevant only to pricing of UNEs, not resale. Order q 674. Resale 

under the plain language of 47 U.S.C. 5 252(d)(3), turns on the “retail rates charged to 

subscribers.” Accordingly, the Bureau should reject the non-recurring charges for resale from 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing. 

4. Non-recurring costs should be recovered from the CLEC that causes them, 

regardless of whether some other carrier might benefit in the future. The Bureau invited the 

parties to consider “a method to implement . . . cost sharing” for conditioning on the theory that 
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the work “may in the future benefit other competitive LECs, or Verizon’s own xDSL service.” 

Order ‘A 644. Such cost sharing is inappropriate. The CLEC that causes the cost and enjoys the 

benefit of the service provision should bear that cost. Any method of cost sharing that shields 

the CLEC from the costs it causes the ILEC to incur would send incorrect economic signals 

about the costs of entry and customer acquisition and would shift the risks of entry from the 

CLEC to the EEC.  In any event, as even AT&T/WorldCom acknowledge, there is no 

administrable or reliable means for implementing cost sharing in a way that ensures that each 

carrier bears an appropriate share of costs. 

Submitted by, 
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DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINJON 

1 My name IS Louis Minion. My business address is 1095 Avenue of the 

Amencas, New York, New York I am Director - Financial Planning and Analysis in the 

Service Costs organization, which is pan of the Finance Department at Venzon. The 

Service Costs organization IS responsible for developing costs for services provided by 

Venzon I am responsible for economic analyses and cost studies for Venzon’s products 

and services. In particular, 1 supervise the conduct of non-recumng cost studies, and I 

also provide other regulatory support 

2 I have over 20 years of expenence with Venzon and its predecessor 

companies. I began my career with New York Telephone Company in June 1982 as an 

Outside Plant Engineer, where I was pnmanly responsible for trouble report rate analysis, 

outside plant mechanization projects. budgets, estimate case preparation and work orders. 



In September 1986, I was promoted to the position of Staff Director in the Service Costs 

organization. In this position, I worked on special studies related to outside plant 

facilities before embarking on a special 1 I-month internship program at Bellcore in 1987. 

From August 1988 through December 1994, I worked on customer-specific pncing 

requests for large business users. In January 1995, I assumed responsibility for various 

aspects of cost study, cost study witnessing and other support associated with 

predominantly wholesale products. In August 2002, I assumed my current 

responsibilities in Service Costs. 

3 I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Applied Mathematics from 

Columbia University, which I earned in 1982, and a Master of Science degree in 

Mechanical Engineenng from the New Jersey Institute of Technology, which I earned in 

1989 In addition, I have attended many courses and seminars on relevant topics, 

including courses at the University of Maryland University College, Duke University 

Fuqua School of Business, and the Broolungs Institute. 

4 The purpose of my declaration is to respond to AT&TIWorldCom’s 

compliance filing submitting non-recumng charges. I demonstrate that the rates 

submitted by AT&T/WorldCom are substantially below any realistic measure of efficient 

forward-lookmg costs because AT&T/WorldCom have omitted cntical steps required to 

perform the activities they model and have made unsupported and nonsensical or 

inconsistent assumptions about the steps they do include. As a result, they have 

significantly underestimated the times requlred to perform the non-recumng activities. 

5 .  Venzon VA has filed an application for review of the Wireline 

Competition Bureau’s August 29,2003 Order in the above-referenced case, as well as a 
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motion for stay, with the Commission. As descnbed in those filings, the Order’s 

decisions with respect to non-recumng charges prejudge major policy issues now under 

consideration by the full Commission. In addition, a number of aspects of the Order are 

contrary to both Commission precedent and the record in this proceeding. Although 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance NRCs suffer from the flaws Verizon VA has already 

identified in these filings, I do not repeat those arguments here. Instead, my declaration 

focuses on the new non-recumng rates submitted by AT&T/WorldCom for elements for 

which they had previously not provided rates. 

6 .  Manual Loov Oualificarion and Enxineerinx Ouerv: AT&T/WorldCom 

have provided no support for the non-recumng charges they submit for performing 

manual loop qualifications and engineenng quenes. Instead the “assumption” on which 

they base their time for both activities is a single sentence from their Reply Testimony, 

“Given modem databases and recordkeeping systems, it should not take any longer, on 

average, than half an hour for an engineenng assistant to pull loop makeup information 

manually and fax or otherwise transmit that information to a competitor.” 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony at 169. This is sheer speculation. 

AT&T/WorldCom provide no testimony or other evidence showing what database or 

record-keeping system could be used in performing these activities, what i t  would cost to 

purchase or install. or what i t  would cost to develop software to operate the system and to 

populate i t  with data 

7. In addition, i t  is clear that AT&T/WorldCom omit critical steps that are 

required to perform a manual loop qualification and an engineenng query. For example, 

AT&T/WorldCom start the process by stating that Engineenng or an Engineenng Clerk 
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will “Pull and analyze order ...” But nowhere do they account for the submission or 

processing of such an order, including any orders that may fall out for manual handling or 

correction The charge for access to OSS included in the Order covers the costs of access 

to the electronic systems, but does not include any time for those instances where manual 

handling might be required; that time must be reflected in these activities. 

8 Moreover, AT&T/WorldCom propose the same rate (based on the same 

time estimate) for both a manual loop qualification and for an engineenng query. But the 

two activities are not the same. A manual loop qualification provides CLECs with the 

loop length and an indication whether the loop is qualified for DSL services. In addition, 

if  the loop is not qualified, the response to a manual loop qualification provides the 

reason not qualified. The information returned to the CLEC in response to an 

engineenng query is more detailed than the information returned in response to a loop 

qualification request With an engineenng query, Venzon VA provides a full loop make- 

up, including loop length, type of facility, cable gauge for each section of the loop, 

location of any load coils, and location and length of any bndged tap. 

AT&T/WorldCom, however, do not differentiate at  all in the time required to perform 

these two activities. 

9. For all of these reasons, i t  is clear that AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed non- 

recumng charges for Manual Loop Qualifications and Engineenng Quenes substantially 

understate the forward-loolung costs of these activities. As explained in its application 

for review. Venzon VA disagrees with the Order’s decision to adopt the 

AT&T/WorldCom model. But i f  that model is used, i t  must at least reflect the steps 

required to perform the non-recurring activities. Attachment A to my declaration, at 
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pages 2-3, demonstrates the steps that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted from these 

activities, and the times required to perform them. Page 1 to that Attachment shows the 

costs that would result if these times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor 

rates, were included in the non-recumng charge. While these adjustments do not 

“correct” the AT&T/WorldCom model or make it adequate for developing non-recumng 

costs, they at least reflect the steps that must actually occur to perform the non-recumng 

activity Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rates should be rejected, and rates 

based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

10. Enxineering Work Order: AT&T/WorldCom also have omitted cntical 

steps required to generate an engineenng work order. Moreover, the times estimated for 

the steps they have included are contradicted by their own testimony in this proceeding. 

As a result, they have substantially understated the time required to perform this activity. 

For example, AT&T/WorldCom’s first step is “Design work requirements ... after 

research of cable plat(s); draw schematic of work required including outside plant 

locations ” AT&T/WorldCom allow 10 minutes for this step. This I S  woefully 

inadequate. As AT&T/WorldCom stated in their Reply Testimony, “Research of cable 

plats should not take more than a half-hour for deloading (three to four load locations) 

andor unbndging (one to three bndged tap locations).” AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel 

Reply, Att. A ‘fi 29. As a result, the time to generate an engineenng work order must be 

increased by at least 30 minutes in order to include the cntical step of researching the 

cable plats 

11, Moreover, AT&T/WorldCom drastically understate the time required to 

perform the remaining activities in their first step. According to AT&T/WorldCom, it 
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takes only 10 minutes to design the work requirements and draw the schematic of the 

work required. This I S  not possible today, and hypothetical future designs that are not 

currently available should not be included in cost studies and UNE rates. In addition, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s suggestion that engineers could use simple “fill in the blanks” 

diagrams, AT&TIWorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A ‘fl 31, is unrealistic and 

contradicted by their own insistence that Verizon VA should keep its plant records 

updated. See, e&, AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony at 164. When 

Venzon VA prepares an engineering work order to remove bridged tap, for example, a 

more detailed schematic of the work location and adjacent cable sections is necessary to 

keep the cable plats as up to date as possible. Moreover, if there are working lines on 

both branches of a bndged cable facility, Venzon VA must locate spare facilities in order 

to engineer the transfer of one set of worlong lines to a different cable in order to remove 

the bndged tap from the requested loop Ten minutes to perfom all of these tasks is 

clearly insufficient. 

12 Attachment A,  page 4, to my declaration demonstrates the steps for 

generating an Engineenng Work Order that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the 

limes required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if 

these times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the 

non-recumng charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate should be 

rejected, and a rate based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

13. Line Sharinf - Connect and Disconnect: AT&T/WorldCom understate 

the costs associated with these non-recumng activities because they make unrealistic 

assumptions about how long i t  will take to perform the work required. For example, for 



connecting a Iineshanng arrangement, the AT&T/WorldCom model assumes that it takes 

only one minute each lo run two cross-connections: one from the cable and pair 

appearance on the frame to the CLEC’s equipment and the other from the CLEC’s 

equipment to the Venzon office equipment appearance on the frame. That makes no 

sense: unless Venzon VA had technicians stationed at numerous locations around every 

frame just waiting to install a cross-connect (a gross inefficiency to which 

AT&T/WorldCom would, no doubt, object), i t  may well take more than a minute simply 

to locate the appropnate location on the frame for the customer that needs to be cut over. 

Venzon VA’s data, based on surveys of workers who actually install cross-connects, 

showed that running the cross-connections to the CLEC frame (including performing a 

continuity test) in fact takes an average of 8.5 minutes. See Verizon NRC Model at Tab 

123, CO Frame, Line 11. Venzon VA’s time is quick and efficient; AT&T/WorldCom’s 

is simply unrealistic. 

14. In addition, AT&T/WorldCom omit steps that are necessary to perform 

these functions. For example, they do not include any time for receiving and processing 

the CLECs’ orders to connect or disconnect lineshanng. While the costs of the electronic 

interfaces are included In the charge for access to OSS, the costs of manual processing in 

those instances when the order falls out are not covered there, and need to be included 

here. Similarly, AT&T/WorldCom have omitted any time for the RCCC, which 

facilitates the provisioning of the CLECs’ orders (for example, where lineshanng is to be 

provisioned on a newly installed voice line, the RCCC makes sure the line has been 

installed) and communicates with the CLECs, if necessary, concerning the provisioning 

of their orders. 



15. Attachment A, page 9, to my declaration demonstrate the steps that 

AT&T/WorldCom have omitted from the non-recumng activities necessary for 

connecting or disconnecting a linesharing arrangement, respectively, and the times 

required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these 

times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recurring charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rates should be rejected, 

and rates based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

16. Loud Coil Removal: AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate for load coil 

removal should be rejected. First, the rate assumes that only field technician time would 

be involved in completing a load coil removal job. But this is incorrect. 

AT&T/WorldCom omit any time for the construction management center, which plans 

the work in the most efficient manner given available resources and dispatches the field 

technicians 

17 Moreover, the times for the field technicians themselves are unsupported, 

understated. and nonsensical. AT&T/WorldCom’s model assumes that a load coil 

removal job will require work at three locations, with the first two being underground 

manhole locations and the third an aenal or buned location. See AT&T/WorldCom NRC 

Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. 1 11. AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize that it should take 

20 minutes for the field technicians to travel to each underground splice location involved 

in the load coil removal job; because they assume two technicians, this results in their 

assumption of 80 minutes total for the underground work for this task. See 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. 41 11. 
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18. AT&TiWorldCom then assume that it will take only 10 minutes to dnve 

from the second location to the third location. But the third location is as far from the 

second location as the second location is from the first. See AT&T/WorldCom NRC 

Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A ‘jl 1 1 .  AT&T/WorldCom do not explain why i t  should 

take only half as long to dnve the same distance. Further, AT&T/WorldCom account for 

only one technician’s time at the third location. Id. But the second technician is already 

out on the job and that employee’s time cannot just be disregarded Since “Beam me up, 

Scotty” is not a technology that is currently available, AT&T/WorldCom’s estimates, and 

the resulting rate, must be increased to reflect one of three realistic scenarios: 1)  

inclusion of the second technician’s time at the third location; 2) inclusion of time for the 

technicians to dnve back to the central office or garage to drop off one technician and 

then have the other technician dnve to the third site; or 3) inclusion of costs of a second 

truck to allow the second technician to go on to another job while the first technician goes 

to the third location. 

19. Moreover. Venzon VA’s survey of the field technicians who actually 

travel to the relevant locations demonstrates that i t  takes on average approximately 80 

total minutes for two technicians just to travel to a single location for underground work 

(and 160 minutes for two locations). See Venzon NRC Model at Tab 74, OSP 

OPERATIONS/LOGISTICS, Line 1 divided by three (since three underground locations 

are included in that tab) AT&T/WorldCom provide no basis for the claim that travel 

time could somehow be cut in half in a forward-loolung environment. 

20. More generally, AT&T/WorldCom propose unrealistic and unsupponed 

work times for virtually all the tasks the technicians must perform once they reach the 
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relevant locations For example, AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize that two technicians can 

pump and ventilate a manhole in 15 minutes (for a total of 30 minutes of time). See 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A ‘j 11. But that would be true, if 

at all, only in the ideal case. In the real world, technicians must deal with obstacles such 

as extensive flooding or other difficulties. As a result, Venzon VA’s data demonstrates 

that the average time needed for two technicians to pump and ventilate a manhole is 

approximately 35 minutes (for a total of 70 minutes of time). See Verizon NRC Model at 

Tab 74, OSP OPERATIONS/LOGISTICS, Line 4 divided by three (since three 

underground locations are included in that tab). 

21. Attachment A, pages 5-6, to my declaration demonstrates the steps 

required for removing load coils that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the times 

required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these 

times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recumng charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate should be rejected, 

and a rate based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

22. Endzed Tap Removal: AT&T/WorldCom also use internally inconsistent 

time assumptions in developing their proposed charge for bndged tap removal. For 

example, AT&T/WorldCom assert that bridged tap removal will occur only at aenal and 

buned locations, because “bndged tap should not exist in underground feeder cable close 

to the central office.” AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Testimony at 7. Yet 

AT&T/WorldCom account for only 20 minutes of travel time in their rate (assuming one 

technician). See AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. 1 12. Given 

AT&T/WorldCom’s own travel time assumptlons descnbed above for load coil removal, 

10 
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however, this makes no sense. As descnbed above, AT&T/WorldCom assume i t  will 

take 20 minutes to get from the central office to the first underground feeder cable 

location, which is “close to the central office” -- AT&T/WorldCom Compliance 

Testimony at 7 -- and then 20 minutes to get to the second location and at least 10 

minutes to get from there to the aenal or buried location. If this is so, it cannot take only 

20 minutes to get all the way out to the third location -- the same amount of time that it 

takes to get to the location that is the closest to the central office. AT&T/WorldCom’s 

bridge tap removal rate accordingly must be revised to include at least 50 minutes of 

travel time. 

23. Attachment A, page 7, to my declaration demonstrates the steps required 

for removal of bndged taps that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the times required 

to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these times, 

multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recumng charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate should be rejected, 

and a rate based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

24. AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing is flawed in other respects as well. 

AT&TNorldCom have included non-recumng charges for elements that are not offered 

by Venzon VA and which Venzon VA has no plans to offer. For example, 

AT&T/WorldCom include non-recumng charges for a migration (hot cut) for DSl or 

DS3 circuits to a customer’s premises. Venzon VA does not offer hot cuts for DSls or 

DS3s. 

25. In addition, AT&T/WorldCom have proposed non-recumng charges for 

total service resale. But for resale of services, the appropnate non-recumng charge is the 

1 1  



retail NRC minus the avoided cost discount. In calculating the avoided cost discount for 

resale of services, this is the methodology Venzon VA followed, and which the Order 

adopted with only minor changes. Order¶¶ 693,697. Establishing separate non- 

recumng charges for resold services, as AT&T/WorldCom have done, would require 

revisions to the entire avoided cost study, contrary to the terms of the Order. 

Consequently, these proposed rates should be rejected. 

26. Moreover, as Verizon VA explained In its application for review, 

AT&T/WorldCom fail to include rates for numerous non-recumng tasks that Venzon VA 

does perform. AT&T/WorldCom’s model includes only 31 NRCs (plus another 18 

separately stated disconnection NRCs), and their compliance filing adds another seven 

(one of which is a separately stated disconnection NRC). Yet Verizon VA proposed rates 

for 115 non-recumng tasks. See Order¶¶ 581-82. AT&TIWorldCom’s model thus 

clearly does not fully account for all of the relevant non-recurring costs, and i t  should 

have been rejected by the Order on this basis alone. 

27. Finally, AT&T/WorldCom decline to propose any cost shanng 

arrangement “to recapture previously paid non-recum’ng charges ” AT&T/WorldCom 

Compliance Decl at 10 AT&T/WorldCom state that designing any such system raises 

“any number of difficult questions,” id., and would be “complex[ 3 . ”  Id. at 13. Venzon 

VA has previously explained that any cost shanng arrangement would be inappropriate, 

since the CLEC first requesting the service causes Venzon VA to incur the cost of that 

activity. Moreover, as AT&T/WorldCom state, the  attempt to design such a system 

would raise difficult and complex questions Venzon VA therefore agrees that no such 

arrangement should be established. 
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28 This concludes my declaration. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on November 14,2003 
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MINUTES 

ATTACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC DOCKET NOS. 00-218, 00-249 AND 00-251 
NOVEMBER 18,2009 

NON-RECURRING ELEMENTS - COMPARISON 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order (1) 
Load Coil Removal (2) 

Bridged Tap Removal (3) 
Line Sharing Connect w/o Prem Visit 

Line Sharing Connect w/ Prem Visit 
Line Sharing Disconnect 

AT&T/MCI 
Omitted Other AT&T/MCI VZ-VA Assumed 

AT&T/MCI Functional Omissions NRCM Plus Times as Labor 
NRCM Steps (See Notes) Omissions Filed Rate 

30 00 
30 00 
30 00 
422 50 
54 50 
8 10 
8 10 
7 60 

32 65 
32 65 
403 49 
104 54 
44 38 
37 99 
183 97 
2 59 

62 65 
62 65 

3000 46349 
4525 57229 
101 25 20013 

46 09 
192 07 
10 19 

(1) Research of Cable Plats 
(2) Inclusion of Second Technician and 20 minutes drive time to third location 
(3) Inclusion of additional 30 minutes drive time to aeriallburied location plus 

recognition of underground work required for bridged tap removal for 18% of lime 

COSTS' WITHOUT OVERHEAD 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order 
Load Coil Removal 

Bridged Tap Removal 
Line Sharing Connect wlo Prern Visit 

Line Sharing Connect w/ Prern Visit 
Line Sharing Disconnect 

COSTS WITH 8% OVERHEAD 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order 
Load Coil Removal 

Bridged Tap Removal 
Line Sharing Connect wlo Prem Visit 

Line Sharing Connect w/ Prem Visit 
Line Sharing Disconnect 

AT&T/MCI 
NRCM 

$23 63 
$23 63 
$23 63 
$344 62 
$44 45 
$5 49 
$5 49 
S5 15 

AT&T/MCI 
NRCM 

525 52 
$25 52 
S25 52 
$372 19 
548 01 
$5 93 
$5 93 
$5 56 

Omitted 
Functional 

Steps 

$25 71 
$25 71 
$317 75 
$85 27 
$36 20 
$25 75 
$1 24 67 
$1 76 

Omitted 
Functional 

Steps 

$27 77 
$27 77 
$343 17 
$92 09 
$39 10 
S27 81 
$134 65 
SI 90 

122 47 
14951 
695 72 

1,303 01 
307 09 
59 66 
205 64 
15 66 

Other AT&TlMCI VZ-VA 
Omissions NRCM Plus Times as 
(See Notes) Omissions Filed 

$49 34 
$49 34 

$23 63 $365 00 
$36 91 $466 80 
$82 59 $163 24 

$31 24 
$130 16 
$6 91 

$96 44 
$11774 
$547 88 
$1,062 82 
$250 48 
$40 43 
$139 36 
SI0 61 

Other AT&T/MCI VZ-VA 
Omissions NRCM Plus Times as 
(See Notes) Omissions Filed 

$53 28 
$53 28 

$25 52 s394 20 
$39 86 $504 14 
$89 19 $176 30 

$33 73 
$140 58 
$7 46 

$104 16 
$127 16 
$591 71 
S1,14785 
$270 52 
$43 67 
$150 51 
$11 46 

$47 25 
S47 25 
$47 25 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$40 66 
$40 66 
$40 66 

' All costs are determined by taking identified time multiplied by AT&T/MCl NRCM Labor Rate 

page 1 of 9 
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Engineering Query 

ATTACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

AT&T/MCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS 

Assum~tions 
Source of assumptbns: ATETMICom NRC Panel Reply (at p. 168), unless otherwise noted 
Lahor charged at the rate for FMAC (Source for Rate ATETIWCom NRCM Input Records, General Labor Rates) 

Step No Step Description 

(Engineering) Pull and analyze order, pull loop makeup information manually and 
transmit that information to competitor 

Total Cost (wlthout overhead) 

VERIZON NMC to Receive Local SeMce Request from the CLEC and print, revlew. type and 
confirm the order request for changes in emsting account 

VERIZON NMC to respond to and/or change CLECs pending Local Sewce Request 
VERIZON RCCC lo perform administrative checks 
VERIZON RCCC to verify dispatch and coordinate appropriate testing mth the dispatched 

technician 
VERIZON RCCC to update work actwily in required systems 
VERIZON RCCC to log DMARC order information and/or testing results in WFPJC 
VERIZON FMC receives and reviews the loop qualification form from the RCCC 
VERIZON FMC researches the LFACS database for terminal location. cable count. and telephone 

num ber( s) 
VERIZON FMC revlewS cross-reference dictionary for plat number(s) 
VERIZON FMC pulls cable plat(s) for aerial and underground route 
VERIZON FMC determines from the cable plat@) the presence or absence of load coils, bridged 

taps or whether facilities are on DLC 
VERIZON FMC creates worksheet indicating the length of the run. the gauge of the w e  and 

location of any bridged tap@). load coils or DLC 
VERIZON FMC completes loop make-up form from the worksheet 
VERIZON FMC updates LFACS DB \Mth length. gauge, bridged tap(s). load coils and DLC 

information and update LIVEWIRE with ADSL loop length 
VERIZON FMC forwards information to the NMC 

501 

CC DOCKET NOS. 00-218,00-249 AND 00-251 
NOVEMBER 18,2003 

VERIZON 
Labor Fwd- 

Time Rate Cost bwthout Looking 
(minutes) Probability ($/hour) Overhead Time + 

30 100% $4725 $2363 1169 

* Verizon Forward-Looking Time equals Current Time x Typical Occurrence Factor x Forward-Looking Adlustment Factor 

At1 A-Minion-VA ATTMCILNRCs2 xis page 3 of 9 

$23.63 -1 

0 31 
101 
6 42 

6 17 
13 36 
538 

In Step 501 10 32 

In Step 501 16 65 
In Step 501 8 22 
In Step 501 I t  41 

In Step 501 20 40 

In Step 501 21 95 
InStep501 9 17 

In Step 501 11 33 
In Step 501 7 41 

11/18/2003 



ATACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC DOCKET NOS. 00-218. W-249 AND W-251 

AT&TIMCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS 

NOVEMBER 18.2MM 

Engineering Work Order 

AssumDtmns 
Source of assumptions Anachmnl A lo AT&TMlCom NRC Panel R e ~ l v  faaras 24-25). unless othewlse noted 
Task  and limes shwld be based on fwward-looking prmesses 
Condition one pair at a lime (Virginia Arbitration Order at paras 641-2) 
Applies once per SBNICB order (Virgma Arbitration Order at paras. 643) 
Lahor charged RI the rate for FMAC (Source for Rate AT&TWCom NRCM Input Records, General Labor Rates) 

Slap No Step Descnpt~on 

Design work requirement (e g , remove bndged tap($). remove load cals) aner research 
of cable plat(s). draw schematic of work required including outside plant  location^ 

Send copies of engineering work d e r  Io Conslruchon and Accounting 
Receive comDlelion notice horn Construction and final po51 the wwk order on the cable 

701 
702 Update LFACS and LIVEWIRE 
703 

704 plat@) 

Told Cost (without olreri?eadJ 

VERIZON Upon request fw an Engineenng Work Order. acquire w a k  order number 
VERIZON Prepare field notes and contad telephone numben 
VERIZON Design worX requirement (e g , remove bndgad lap(s). remove load cals) afler research 

of cable olalls\ 

NO of Timeper Labor Cost VERIZON 
Time Tolal Time Pain at a Pair Rale withcut Fwd-Looking 

fmlnutesl Probability lmlnutesl Time (mmules) ($hour) Overhead Time ' 

10 100% 10 1 10 $4725 $ 7 8 8  17182 
5 100% 5 1 5 54725 $394 4597  
5 loo"/" 5 1 5 $4725 $394 2002  

10 10091, I O  1 10 $4725 $788 5441  

l 3 c l  $23.63 

5 67 
78 22 

. . .  
VERIZON Draw schematic of work required including cutside plant laations 
VERIZON Check for and obtain any necessary permits 
VERlZON Send schemalic to Engineenng Clerk for drafling of work pnnt and prewhng of cable 

VERIZON Recewe schematic tom engineer for draLng 
VERIZON Cmplete the w a k  pnnt 
VERIZON Pre-pmt cable plat(s) 
VERIZON Update LFACS and LIVEWIRE 
VERIZON Fofward capleted work product to Engineel 
VERIZON Review final design horn drafling 
VERIZON Acquire necessaly and apprwnate approval 
VERIZON Schedule wxk wilh Consmc8m 
VERIZON Send copies of engineering WWC order lo Conrtruclion and Accwnting 
VERIZON Recewe capletion nohce horn Cmst~lchon (Low Engineer) 
VERIZON Complete and brward billing inform an^ to Special Bllllng Unit 
VERIZON Receive caplehon notice hom Conrtrvclion and final p-1 the w a k  wder on lhe cable 

platfs) (Drafltpenon) 

plat@) 

' Verizon Foward-Looking Time equals Cunent Time x Typical Occunence Factw x Forward-Looking Adiuslment Facta 

An A_Mtn!an.VA ATTMCI-NRCs2 xls page 4 Of 9 

In Step 701 
In Step 701 

90 31  

14 81 
10 M 
79 8 3  
23 66 

h Step 702 
6 43  ~~ 

15 35 
1781  
24.34 

In Step 703 
1400  
22 55 

In Step 704 

1111812003 



AT&T/MCI --VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS AlTACHYENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

NOVEMBER W. 2005 
cc W C K ~  NOS mnq mas AND oom 

Load Coil Removal from Loops Greater than 18.000 feet 

60i 

503 
6 M  
605 
606 
607 
608 
6CS 
610 
611 

602 

612 
613 
616 
MH 
615 
607 
608 
609 
616 
617 

618 
619 
520 
615 
607 
608 
621 
622 

20 
5 
15 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
to 
10 
10 

20 
S 
15 
5 
5 
2 
0 5  
0 5  
10 
10 
10 

10 
5 
10 
5 
1 
0 5  
0 5  
10 
10 
10 

10 
1 
2 
1 

0 5  
0 5  
3 
5 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

0 5  
0 5  

0 5  
0 5  
0 5  

0 5  
0 5  

0 5  

0 5  

0 5  

0 5  

0 5  
05 
05 
05 
0 5  
0 5  

0 5  

80 
20 
60 
20 
20 
20 
12 
20 
40 
40 
40 

5 
25 
5 
25 

1 
1 5  
25 
5 
5 
5 

5 
05 

1 
1 
15 
25 
15 
25 

1 
1 
1 
I , 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 

1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
1 
1 

1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

80 
20 
60 
20 
20 
20 
12 
20 
40 
40 
40 

5 
25 
5 
25 
1 
15 
25 
5 
5 
5 

5 

1 
1 
15 
25 
15 
25 

0 5  

$48 84 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 84 
$48 84 
$48 94 

$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 84 
548 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 04 
$48 n4 

$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 84 
$48 94 
548 94 
548 84 
54894 
548 84 

$65 25 
$1631 
I48 94 
$163i 
$1631 
$1631 
$9 79 
$1631 
$32 63 
532 63 
$32 63 

$4 08 
$2 01 
$4 08 
$2 M 
0 82 
$1 22 
$ZM 
$4 08 
$4 08 
$4 08 

$4 08 
$0 41 
$0 82 
$0 82 
$I  22 
52 04 
$1 22 
So( 

243 44 
10723 
485 47 

15Bm 
201 75 
43 71 
€425 
18035 

12589 

2071s 

121 72 
5361 
5394 
78 m 
10388 
21 86 
33 13 
8018 

6284 
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AT8TIMCI -. VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS ATTACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC WCKETNOS 00218.00NgAND00251 
NOVEMBER l8,2(113 

Load Coil Remove1 from Loops Greater than 18.000 feet 

UNDERGROUND LOAD COIL REMOVAL Pacent Undaground 50 1% 
VZCMC CMC buildsworkoDeratiansinECRlSICMA1 MACEM 
VZCMC CMC canpleteslheworkoperat~msinECRlS/CMAlMnCEM 
VZ CMC CMC doses M the wder and so45 the mmpleltm Mllce to Engineering 
vz OSP R-IW work ass~gnment t r m  toleman and iravei ID I@ S I I ~  

VZ OSP Upon aiwal at lob sae, sel up work area UrdecIim 
VZ OSP M SIIS 18 undergramd. wen manhde and begin ~vrging the manhde todirslpste a y  stagmnf 9". emure aga8M w e n  defioew. and orwide s mmplete a l  change In the manhde 
VZ OSP If undergrwnd. pump manhde 8 necessary 

VZ OSP H u n d e r g r d ,  set ug the Inside d Iha manhde tw wuk lo be dma 
VZ OSP IdentNh, and wen the splice case 
VZ OS0 It required. send t m  t r m  the central Mice m the pair to be unloaded (requires a canfrat *ice lechnman) Prwlde 8511malS d the percenlage d l@a lhat wlll rsOLdm tmne 
VZ OSP AHer Idenfillcatton d the ~81,. mmitw Io ensure there 1s rotraflic 
VZOSP cmMpalratbdhands(ane~alrtromihesplice~etotheloadm(l andmauair l rwnlhalmdcai  backlolherol~cecasel andspl!cewrthraxlh 

V 2  OSP 

vz OSP it ~ndergmnd. i e ~ l  ihe mantde &-en to emwe there IS rn mmbwllbie gas prior to entering 

vz OSP close 5Pllce case 
Tear davn site set up and rsmwe work area ~rdedlon 

AERIAL LOAD COIL REMDVU P a r d  Awhl 49.9% 
VZCMC C W  bvlldsworkwerations 8n ECRISICMAI MACEM 
VZCMC C W m m p l m e s l h e ~ o r k ~ r a l l ~ i n E C R l S / C M P i I ~ C E M  
VZ CMC CMC doses M the uder and send the mmplellm mice to Engineering 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 
VZ OSP 

VZ OSP 

' Venzm Forward Lm*ing Time equals Currenf Time x Typical O m r e m e  F a d a  x F m n r d  Lm*lng Adturtment Fadw 

Receive work assignmen l r m  laeman and lravol to !ob sne 
Upon anival at I& $He. ssl w work area prdedim 
li die 16 aerial. 681 up bWet I w k  a n d h  ladder and plallorm 
Identm, and w e n  Ihe sprlce case 
I1 required. send lme from the central MI- m the pair Io bs mloaded (requires a central Mice technman) Provide BIflmEte d the percentage d I& that wlll rBqu(m I M S  

Ansr idsntiticatlm d the pair. mmda to emwe there ia m ImHk 
CVI dl pair aI bdh and. 1- pair I r a n  !he s~llce cas8 l o  lhe load caI and om parr from lhe load rml back 10 lhe spllce -8) and spllce pal, t h w h  

l a i r  dnvn site set up and ramwe work area prdsclim 
VZ OSP Clme Sulae case 

5303 
3650 
ISM 

I" Step WI 
I" Step 6.32 
I" Step 603 
I" Step au 
I" Step au 
I" Step m 
I" Step 805 
I" Step 505 
In Step 607 
I" Step 808 
I" Step 809 
In Step 611 

5303 
3650 
15Cd 

In Step612 
hSlsp613 
CSlep814 
I" Step 805 
In Step 61 5 
I" Step 607 
I" Step 505 
I" Step Bog 
Insleu677 

An A.Mmm_VA ATTMCILNRCs2Ms page 6 d 9 1111812ou 
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AT&TIMCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDlTKJNAL BROADBAND NRCS 

Line Shanng . Connect 

4 7  
48 Pull and anelvze order FCC (roooeAl 2 5  

Pull and A-e OIder Slips 
5 50 (00% 2 5  04066 $1 69 . . .  , 

55 T ~ l T l m e S f W s  
5s irarei time to the cenra~ onlcr co mn atatfed. x orden per WD, copper 20 5% $4066 $ 0 6 8  3 98 

74 /mIalt cross conned from MDF to CFA wpearance loo% 1 $1066 $068  8 53 
71 E k m n l  T v p  Oem7 Slaps 

lmlatl cross conned from MDF (0 CFA aopearsnce 1 IW% $4066 $068  ~ c I  ab- 
79 Rem- lumper Imm MDF 0 5  100% 0 5  $4066 $034 m c t s b m  

0 2 5  $4086 $0 17 inctaboe 76 Pedom conhnu#ty test (check dial tone a d  ANI) 025  lOO% 
198 Fdl OUtSlqs 
203 Fall m PUN and analyze ordrr LAC 2 s  2% 0 0 5  $4066 $003 036 
204 Fall hn Resolrefalloil IAC 15 2% 03 $4066 $020 lnclaboe 

Line Shanng . Disconnecl 

47 
48 
55 
56 
7 ,  
7s 
79 
74 
76 
198 
m3 
m4 
ms 
210 

0 5  iw% o s  $4068 5034 
0 5  100% o s  $40BB $034 

I 00% I $4066 mea 
025  rm 0 2 5  54066 $0 I 7  

2 5  2% 0 0 5  $4086 $0003 
15 2% 03 $4066 m m  
1 5  lW% 1 5  $4066 si  02 2 5  

ATTACHMENT A 
OECURAIION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC WCKET NOS W-218. w 3 4 9  A N 0  w-251 
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